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access standard can be net. W find that to provide
nondi scrimnatory access to the ordering function, BellSouth nust
do the following: first, BellSouth must provide an interface that
integrates the pre-ordering and ordering functions; second,
BellSouth nmust provide ALECs with the same capability to generate
electronic orders for the sane services that BellSouth can
el ectronically generate for itself; and third, BellSouth nust
rovide the technical specifications necessary to permt ALECs to

ink their own OSS systemto BellSouth’s OSS.. |t IS BellSouth's
position that ALECs" need to develop their own integration
capabilities. BellSouth, however, has not provided sufficient

techni cal docunmentation for LENS that would enable ALECs to do
S0.

On the first and second points the FCC concluded that “in
order to neet the nondiscrimnatory standard of OSS, an incunmbent
LEC nust provide to conpeting carriers access to OSS functions
for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, naintenance and repair,
and billing that is equivalent to what it provides itself, its
customers or other carriers." Regarding the third point, the FCC
stated that a BOC -is required to provide carriers with the
technical specifications that will allow ALECs to nodify or
design their systens so that their OSS will be able to
comuni cate with the Boc’s | egacy systens. The FCC further
stated that Bocs "nust provide conpeting carriers with all of the
informati on necessary to format and process their electronic
requests so that these requests flow through the interfaces, the

transmission links, and into the |egacy systens as quickly and
efficiently as possible.”

BellSouth has not denonstrated that its systens can process
t he nunber of orders per day that it clains it can. The
consulting firmhired by BellSouth to perform an analysis of the
Local Carrier Service Center (LCSC), stated in its report that

BellSouth has missed service inplementation dates. In addition,
BellSouth has experienced problems providing firm order
confirmations (Focs) in a timely manner. This results in the

ALEC not know ng when service was actually inplenented, and has
resulted in billing statenents being sent to the end user by both
Bellsouth and the ALEC. Al t hough BellSouth clainms that it is
currently receiving approximately 200 orders per day, BellSouth
has not denonstrated that it can effectively handle this | ow
volume of orders in an accurate and tinely fashion. Therefore,
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we do not believe that BellSouth can currently meet service order
demand requirenents.

BellSouth has not provided sufficient test documentation to
prove that it is capable of providing those services not yet
request ed. W believe that the manner in which BellSouth
performed its internal testing is insufficient to denonstrate
that its systens and processes are capable of responding to an
order placed by an ALEC in a manner that is at parity with
BellSouth’s own abilities.

BellSouth has not provided sufficient test docunmentation to
prove that it is capable of providing those services not yet
request ed. W believe that the manner in which BellSouth
perfornmed its internal testing is insufficient to denonstrate
that its systenms and processes are capable of responding to an
order placed by an ALEC in a manner that is at parity with
BellSouth’s own abilities.

g. Mai nt enance and Repair

Probl em 1: TAFI is a proprietary systemthat does not

provide  ALECs  Wwth machi ne-t o- machi ne
functionality.

Wtness Bradbury states that TAFl is a human-to-nachine
interface that requires a new entrant to manually enter each
trouble report order into the ALEC s own OSS, because TAFI does
not allow el ectronic commrunication between BellSouth’s OSS and a
new entrant's OSS. Therefore, AT&T states that because new
entrants must manual Iy input the maintenance and repair data
twice, instead of only once, the ALECcs are denied the ability to
operate in substantially the sane tine and manner as BellSouth.
BellSouth, however, has the capability to submt maintenance and
repair orders electronically for all types of service.

Wtness Cal houn agrees that TAFlI is not a machine-to-nmachine
interface. She contends that the TAFlI interface is "intelligible
to a human being" using this system In addition, wtness
Cal houn states that TAFI is not an industry standard; however,
she states that the functionality that TAFI provides is "far
superior" to the level of functionality that the industry defines
in terms of exchanging information about a trouble report. She
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al so states that TAFlI can be used for any trouble identified with
a tel ephone nunber, including residential and sinple business
services, and sonme UNEs, such as an unbundled port, Interim
number portability, PBX trunks and ESSX station |ines.

Probl em 2: The TAFI interface |lacks sufficient capacity
to meet demand.

AT&T states that TAFI does not have the necessary capacit
to meet the demand of all ALECs. In support of this claim AT&

asserts that TAFI currently has the capacity to support 195
si nul taneous users in BellSouth’s region if 1ts "hot spare"

arrangement is activated. Wt ness Bradbury argues that this
capacity is insufficient, because AT&T al one has several hundred
repair attendants that would all need to be |ogged into TAFI at
the same tine, just as BellSouth’s repair attendants are.

BellSouth argues that TAFI has sufficient capacity to neet
demand.  Wtness Calhoun testified that TAFI currently supports
65 simultaneous users with a second processor being installed

that will double the capacity. In addition, she Stated that
BellsSouth has a ‘hot spare" arrangement in place that can be
activated alnost immediately. he "hot spare" arrangenent

protects agai nst equi pnent failure in case one of the min
processors fails, and it would increase the capacity by an
additional 65 users for a total of 195 sinultaneous users.

Further, for every 65 users, the TAFI system can handl e 1300
troubles per hour. Wtness Cal houn also stated that additional

processors can be added within 60 days to increase the capacity,
I f needed.

h. Mai nt enance and Repair Suznmary

Upon consideration, we find that the record does not support

a finding that there is or is not sufficient capacity. W note
that we may need to explore this further in a future proceeding.
We do find, however, that BellSouth nust do the following to

achieve parity: BellSouth nmust provide ALECs with the technical
specifications of TAFl so that ALECs can integrate their OSS with
BellSouth’s OSS for maintenance and repair. This electronic
comuni cation capability does not currently exist; therefore, an
ALEC nust manually reenter each trouble report into its own OSS
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system In addition, BellSouth nmust provide ALECs wWith the
ability to have all of the atecs repair attendants |ogged into
TAFl at the sane tine, just as BellSouth’s repair attendants are,
in order for the TAFI ‘interface to npeet the nondiscrininatory
standard. =~ The FCC concluded that "in order to neet the
nondi scrimnatory standard of OSS, an incunmbent LEC nust provide
to conpeting carriers access to OSS functions for pre-ordering,
ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing that

Is equivalent to what it provides itself, its custoners or other
carriers.”

B Billing
W note that we addressed billing in detail above in our
di scussion of UNE-rel ated problens. W will not repeat our

anal ysis here, but note that Bellsouth has not derpnstrated that
it can provide billing statenents for usage sensitive UNEs.

3. 0SS Summary

A major area of concern with respect to the interfaces
of fered by Bellsouth is the anount of manual intervention that is
required on behalf of an ALEC service representative. The amunt
of manual intervention required when placing a non-conplex orger
via the ED1 interface is far in excess of how BellSouth woul d
place the sane order. The pri rrarty problemis that BellSouth does
not provide a ?re-orderlng interface that is integrated with an
ordering interface that provides these functions 1n essentially
tglde same time and manner as BellSouth’s internal systens. In
addi tion, the interface nust rovide ili
I nterconnect the ALEC s own int er%al 0SS ttoheBelggopu%?ml'lsl to
BellSouth has not provided the technical data to requesting
carriers to permt the devel opnent of such an interconnection.
In the Aneritech Oder, the FCClisted several conponents for the
provi sion of access to OSS. These conponents include: 1) the
interface, or gateway, which is used to inter-connect the ALEC s
own internal S to an RBoc’s OSS; 2) a processing |ink, either

electronic or manual, between the interface and the RBoc’'s
internal OSS which includes all necessary back office systems and
personnel; 3) all internal OSS or |egacy systems that an RBCC

uses in providing uNes to an ALEC

According to the FCC, an RBOC nust provide nore than just an
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interface in order to conply with the nondi scrimnatory access
standard for OSS. BellSouth has only partially provided part one
of the three conmponents nentioned above. BellSouth has provided

interfaces, but the interfaces do not permt interconnection to
the ALEC s OSS at this tinme.

The FCC states that in order for an RBOC to neet the
nondi scrimnatory access standard, no limts may be placed on the
processing of informati on between the interface and the | egacy
systems, if such limts did not permt an ALEC to perform a

function in substantially the same time and manner as the RBOC
perforns the function for itself.

Upon consideration, we believe that BellSouth is required to
denonstrate to this Commission and to the FCC,  that its
interfaces provide nondi scrimnatory access to OSS functions.
Al t hough AT&T Wi tness Bradbury stated that there are five
characteristics of a non-discrimnatory interface, we find it
appropriate to recognize four of those characteristics. W find
that each interface nmust exhibit the follow ng characteristics to
be in conpliance with the nondiscrimnatory standards of the Act.

They are: 1) the interface nmust be electronic. The interface
must require no nore human or nmanual intervention than is
necessarily involved for Bellsouth to perform a sinilar
transaction itself; 2) the interface nust provide the
capabilities necessary to performfunctions with the sane |evel
of quality, efficiency, and effectiveness as BellSouth provides
to itself, 3) the interface nust have adequate docunentation to
allow an ALEC to devel op and depl oy systens and processes, and to
provi de adequate training to its enployees; and, 4) the interface
must be able to neet the ordering demand of all ALECs, wth
response tines equal to that which BellSouth provides itself.

The fifth requirement, as discussed by w tness Bradbury, is
that an interface must conply with national standards. Although
we agree that an interface should conmply with national standards,
there are no national standards for pre-ordering interfaces.
Therefore, BellSouth’s proprietary interface, LENS, could have
been sufficient to neet the integrated interface requirenent, if
it met all four of the requirenments of a non-discrimnmnatory
i nterface. We find that BellSouth nust offer a pre-ordering
interface that is integrated with the industry-standard ED1
interface, for two reasons. First, integration of pre-ordering



ORDER NO. PSC-97- 145%-CF- TL
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL
PAGE 98

and ordering functions nust be provided sinply because BellSouth
has integrated its own internal pre-ordering and ordering
functions; and second, BellSouth has declared that ED1 is the
ordering interface that it reconmends carriers use.

In sunmary, we find that the interfaces and processes
of fered by BellSouth do not permit an ALEC to perform an OSS
function in substantially the sane tine and nmanner as BellSouth
performs the functions for itself. In addition, the SGAT offers
the same interfaces and OSS functions; therefore, the sane
probl ens identified above are applicable to what is offered via
the SGAT. These deficiencies also render the SGAT non-conpliant
with the UNE portion of the checklist.

4, Concl usi on

We find that BellSouth has not nmet its duty to provide
nondi scrimnatory access to UNEs to requesting carriers. e
agree with the FCC that the BOC nust denonstrate that it is
neeting the nondiscrimnatory access standard for UNEs, including
access to OSS functions, by offering an efficient carrier a

meani ngf ul opportunity to conpete. The FCC concluded in the
Areritech order that its requirenent on BOCs to denonstrate
nondi scrim natory access to OSS functions is "achievable.” The

FCC stated: "V require, sinply, that the BOC provide the same
access to conpeting carriers that it provides to itself."

Based on the evidence in this proceeding, we find that
BellSouth  has not met t he requi rements  of Section

271(c) (2) (B) (ii). Bellsouth has not fulfilled its duty to
provide, to a requesting carrier, nondiscrimnatory access to
unbundl ed network elenents, including access to its operations

support systens functions as required by the Act, the FCC s
rules, and our arbitration order.

C Nondi scrim natory Access to Poles, Ducts, Conduits, and
R ghts-of -way in Accordance with Section 224, Pursuant
to Section 271(c) (2) (B) (iii).

‘Section 271(c) (2)(B) (iii) of the Act in conjunction with
Section 224 requires BellSouth to provide nondiscrimnatory
access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way to ALECs when
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request ed. If no requests for access have been nmade, then

BellSouth is required to denonstrate that it is capable of
provi ding such access if an ALEC or cable television conpany
requests It.

BellSouth argues that it has net this checklist item
BellSouth witness Scheye states that access to poles, ducts,
conduits, and rights-of-way are provided to any ALEC by way of a
standard agreement. As of the hearing, 13 ALECs in Florida had
executed |icense agreenents W th Bellsouth to allow themto
attach their faci%itﬂ es to Bellsouth poles and place their
facilities in BellSouth ducts and conduits, BellScuth States
that these itens are functionally available. According to
witness Scheye, the fact that BellSouth has provi ded access to
1Xcs, cable’television conpanies and power conpanies for years
denonstrates that they are functionally available. W tness
Scheye notes that Bellscuth offers this access in Section Il of
the SGAT via a standard |icense agreenent. He also states that
the pole attachment rate is $4.20 per pole per year, and the
conduit occupancy rate is $0.56 per foot per year. These prices
were devel oped in accordance with FCC accounting rules that were
designed by the FCC to produce cost-based rates. These pri ces,
we note, were not challenged by any party.

The intervenors proffered limted testinony on this issue.

Most of the witnesses did not address "access to poles, ducts,
condui ts, and rights-of-way" at all. Eight of the nine
intervenors state in their briefs, however, that BellSouth has
not provided nondiscrimnatory access. Only three, AT&T, M,
and Sprint, explain why they take this position. No party cites
specific problens associated with gaining access to poles,
ducts, conduits and rights-of-ways.

Sprint argues that the associated prices should be tariffed
and cost based. We do not believe that the Act specifically
requires tariffs. BellSouth wi tness Scheye presented evidence
that the prices for ALEC access were devel oped in accordance with
FCC accounting rules, which were developed to be cost based. As
noted above, these prices were not challenged by any party.

MO witness Martinez states that BellSouth has not
establ i shed time periods for providing access to poles, ducts,
conduits, and rights-of-way; and therefore the process for
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obtai ning access is subject to abuse. BellSouth witness M | ner
states that if make-ready work is not required, an ALEC can
access the conduit or make the pole attachment inmmediately.
BellSouth W tness Scheye states that applicationﬁ.for access are
handled on a first-cone, first-served basis. Thi's procedure has
not been tested in Florida because no ALEC has filed an
application for access. The procedures for providing access to
cabl e conpani es, however, have been in effect for years. Upon
review, Wwe do not have any evidence in this proceeding to
indicate that this process will not work for teleconmunications
conpani es. In addition, we note that tinme periods for providing
the ALEC s requested access depend on the conplexit¥ of the
request and the availability of the requested access. hus, the
time to gain access could vary substantially depending on the
situation. Based on the evidence before us, therefore, we find
t hat BellSouth has  net the requirenents of Section
271 (c) (2) (B) (iii).

D. Unbundl ed Local Loop Transmi ssion Between the Central
Ofice and the Custoner's Prem ses from Local Sw tching
or Other Services Pursuant to Section 271(c) (2)(B) (iv).

Checklist itemiv requires BellSouth to unbundle the |ocal
loop transmission fromlocal transport and |ocal swtching.
Paragraph 380 of the FCCs First Report and Order” on
| nt erconnection defines "unbundled | ocal |oop" as a

transmssion facility between a distribution frane, or
its equivalent, in an incumbent LEC central office, and
the network interface device at the customer prem ses.

This definition includes a nunber of |oop types, such
as two-wire and four-wire anal og voi ce-grade | oops,

two-wire and four-wire loops that are conditioned to
transmt digital signaling,

Bellsouth argues that it has provisioned unbundl ed |ocal
| oop transmssion to all requesting carriers. In response to a

di scovery question regarding local |oop transm ssion, BellSouth
stated that it had filled 1392 requests.

The record reveals that a nunber of the intervenors have
requested unbundl ed | ocal |oops and subloop el enents either for
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testing or for commercial orders. AT&T has ordered |ocal |oops
and NIDs for test locations. Simlarly, [IC indicates that it
pl aced orders for 4-wire digital |loops, DS-1 | oops, 2-wire anal og
loops, and I SDN |loops in anticipation of using these to provide
Frame Relay Services. MCl indicates that it ordered unbundl ed
| ocal loops for test trials and one for commercial purposes.
Sprint Metropolitan Network has ordered unbundl ed |ocal | oops.

TCG al so indicates that it has ordered high capacity unbundl ed
service out of a collocation arrangenent.

BellSouth witness M| ner asserts that BellSouth has of fered

functionally available unbundled 1local loop transm ssion
BellSouth contends that it has wunbundled the local |oop
transm ssion from local sw tching or other services. Wtness

MIner also asserts that BellSouth has technical service
descriptions outlining avail able unbundled | oops and sub-| oop
el enents.  BellSouth contends that it has inplemented procedures
for the ordering, provisioning, and maintenance of unbundl ed
| oops and sub- 1 oops. In addition, BellSouth asserts that it has
provi sioned 1,085 unbundled |oops to conpeting carriers in
Florida. Wtness MIlner states that BellSouth has verified the
availability of wunbundled local l|oop transm ssion to ALECs.
Wtness MIner contends that during verification of these |oops,
orders were generated and flowed through BellSouth’s operational
systemin a tinely and accurate manner. He further contends that
billing records were generated and reviewed for accuracy.
BellSouth offers several |oop types to any requesting ALEC, and
where a loop type is not offered in its SGAT, BellSouth has
establ i shed a Bona Fi de Request process to obtain an additional
loop. Wtness Scheye argues that BellSouth has fully inplenented
checklist itemiv, because BellSouth either has provided or is

capabl e of providing, the unbundled |ocal |oop transmi ssion upon
request.

BellSouth states that in its SGAT, BellSouth provi des access
to unbundl ed | ocal |oop and sub-loop el ements. According to
BellSouth, it provides a variety of |ocal |oop configurations,
such as 2-wire and 4-wire voice grade analog, 2-wire ADSL, 2-wire
and 4-wire HDSL, 2-wire ISDN, and 4-wire DS-1 digital grade. The
sub-1 oop conponents include |oop distribution nedia, |oop cross-

connects, | oop concentration systens and the network interface
devi ce.
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Several intervenors assert that Bellsouth has not met its
obligation to provide nondiscrimnatory |ocal |oop transm ssion
unbundl ed fromlocal transport or other services. | CI Witness
Strow contends that Bellsouth has not provided ICl wth the
access it has requested to certain unbundl ed network el ements.
Thus, BellSouth has not provided ICl wth unbundled |ocal |oop
transmssion. |Cl wtness Strow asserts that some orders for
unbundl ed I ocal |oops (uLL) have still not been provided.
Wtness Strow argues that in ICl's interconnection agreenment, |Cl
requested unbundled frame relay network conmponents in the form of
loops and sub-loops elenments. Specifically, wtness Strow
asserts that ICl has requested 4-wire digitally-conditioned
loops. Wtness Strow states that despite repeated correspondence
t o Bellsouth expressing ICl's need for these |oops and sub-|oops
el enents, the elenments have still not been provided. BellSouth
responded by letter on Septenber, 10, 1996, stating that it coul d
provide the requested |oops. Wtness Strow contends, however,
that Bellsouth later infornmed ICl that sub-loop elenments could
not be provisioned because the LFACS and the TIRKS Iine and trunk
assi gnnment dat abases could not handle the data. Accordina to
wtness Strow, in another instance BeliSouth i nformed |Cl ?hat
the CABS billing systemis not able to bill for unbundled |ocal
Iooi)s, and that Bellsouth has not reconfigured its CRIS systemto

bill for uLLs either.

~ Wtness Strow concl udes that Bellsouth has not been able to
bill for the unbundled |ocal |oops provisioned on an unbundl ed
basi s. I nstead, BellSouth has billed the unbundl ed Iocal |oops

at tariffed rates, and applied credits according to its
interconnection agreement with ICl, thereby giving the appearance

that it was billing for UNEs. Wtness Strow stated that in
anot her instance BellSouth provisioned Synchronet service as a

surrogate for sone requested UNEs that BellSouth coul d not
provision. She argued that |1 Cl has been di sadvantaged by the
pricing of the Synchronet service since BellSouth IS arguing that
this provisioning is equal to a resale service and not a UNE

Sprint witness Cosz states that Sprint has experienced
probl ens affecting service as BellSouth struggled to provision
the requested unbundl ed |ocal | oops. Wtness C osz contended
that while BellSouth continues to address these operational
problems, the underlying deficiencies have not been corrected.
Wtness Cosz testified that Sprint customers have been taken out
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of service because BellSouth was unable to stop di sconnect orders
when associ ated cut-overs were del ayed. I n other instances,
witness C osz testified that BellSouth has del ayed notifying
Sprint of facilities-related problens regarding a custoner's nove
to another | ocation. In a particular case, she stated this
del ayed notice caused 12 out of 14 of the customer's lines to be
out of service for two days at the new | ocation. Wtness Cosz
asserted that on occasions, cut-overs have been inconplete due to
BellSouth’s limted network capacity. In addition, Sprint
contended that BellSouth’s application of the whol esal e discount
has been problematic. Wtness Closz stated that BellSouth has
continuously msapplied rate el enments.

WorldCom has no experience in Florida; however, WorldCom's
witness Ball contends that WorldCom has experienced simlar
schedul i ng cut-over problens in Georgia. WorldCom argues that
BellSouth has not provided unbundled |ocal loop transm ssion due
to these continued provisioning and conversion problens.
Simlarly, ACSI's witness Falvey asserts that three of its
busi ness custoners were w thout service for several hours. As
clients called their nunbers, they received recordings that
stated that the nunbers were no longer in service. W t ness
Fal vey contends that each day of delay to install a custoner's
ULL jeopardizes the conpeting carrier's ability to retain that
cust omer. He argues that BellSouth’s failure to process ALECs’

orders by agreed upon due dates gives BellSocuth the chance to
retain that customer

MCl's wtness Martinez contends that M ordered an
unbundl ed loop and a switch port, which BellSouth provided;
however, BellSouth billed the services as resale service. Thus
witness Martinez argues that MZ is not sure of what BellScuth

has provi si oned. The witness states that ‘[I] know what we
ordered, and that was the |loop and the port. But when the bil
came in, it was billed as a resale." In addition, MC's wtness

Gulino contends that BellSouth provisions unbundled |ocal |oops
at longer installation intervals than it provides to itself, and
thereby limts the ALECs’ reasonable opportunity to conpete. He
contends that if a new custoner initiating service has to wait
for several days, this is sufficient reason for the custonmer to
change his mnd about signing up with an ALEC. In addition, M
contends that BellSouth has not fully inplenented the
provi sioning of unbundl ed | oops, since BellSouth’s OSS does not
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support unbundled |ocal |oops on a nondiscrimnatory basis.

AT&T W t ness Bradbury asserts that BellSouth’s systens in

other states reveal that there are no methods andmg)rocedure to
ensure  that service changes w Il Dbe | mpl emented in

nondi scrimnatory tine franes. Si nce BellSouth’s systens are
re%u on-wide, there is no reason to expect that BellSouth has

different capabilities in Florida than it has in other states in
its region.

Upon consideration, BellSouth has proffered sworn testinony
that it is providing unbundled |ocal |oop transm ssion between
the central office and custoners' premises. Further, upon review
of the record, we note that parties in this proceeding have
verified that they have received this checklist item upon
request. We acknow edge the concerns raised about billing and
note that we address billing in our discussion on checklist item
i, W also acknowedge MC's claim that Bellsouth’s
provisioning intervals for ALECs are not at parity with the
provisioning intervals BellSouth provides to itself. V& note,
however, that there is no data to support this claimin the
record. Therefore, since the evidence indicates that BellSouth
has provided, and conpetitors have received this checklist item

we find that BellSouth has net the requirenent of Section
271(¢) (2) (B) (iv).

E. Unbundl ed Local Transport Pursuant to Section
271(c)(2) (B) (v).

Section 271 and Section 251 of the Tel ecomruni cations Act of
1996 require that Bocs provide unbundl ed network elenents to all
requesting conmpeting carriers, and that these network elements,

as well as the acconpanying access, shall be provided on a
nondi scri mnatory basis.

This checklist item requires Bellsouth to unbundle the |ocal
transport on the trunk side of a wire line from swtching or
other services. |t does not address whether BellSouth provisions
nondi scrimnatory access to unbundled |ocal transport. It
addresses whet her Bellsouth provides |ocal transport that is
unbundl ed fromthe local 1loop, local swtching, or other
services. BellSouth testified that it has provisioned unbundl ed
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| ocal transport to all requesting carriers. In order to determ ne
whet her BellSouth has met the requirements of this item It IS
necessary for BellSouth to provide docunentation denonstrating
t hat BellSouth provisions and bills for unbundled I ocal transport
as a separate unbundled network el enment.

Paragraph 440 of the FCC First Report and Oder on
| nt erconnection defines unbundled |Iocal transport to include
shared and dedi cated transmission facilities between end offices
and the tandem switch and central offices, or between such
of fices and those of conpeting carriers.

AT&T states that it has ordered |local transport as part of
its Concept Testing. |Cl has requested unbundl ed |ocal transport
per its Interconnection Agreenent, but has not ordered it in
Fl ori da. | Cl contends that BellSouth has not provided the
unbundl ed |ocal transport in a usable manner. [C, however,
asserts that it has no direct experience in ordering unbundl ed
| ocal transport. MCl indicates that it has requested dedicated
transport. Sprint states that it requested |ocal transport
pursuant to its interconnection agreenment, but that it has not
actual ly ordered unbundl ed local transport.

It is not clear how many unbundl ed |ocal transport requests
BellSouth has received or what BellSouth has provisioned and to

whom Accordingly, we cannot quantify the actual |evel of
activity in Florida.

BellSouth wtness Ml ner states that BellSouth has
provi sioned 277 dedicated trunks for interoffice transport to
requesting ALECs in Florida. Wtness MIner states that since
unbundl ed interoffice transport is very simlar to the
interoffice transport conponent of special access services, which
BellSouth has experience in provisioning, BellSouth did not test
to verify the condition of the l[ocal transport conponents.
Wtness MIner asserts, however, that test orders for dedicated

transport and channelization were flowed through and billed
accurately.

In addition, BellSouth contends that it offers unbundled
| ocal transport in Section V of its SGAT. The unbundl ed
transport includes optional channelization for local transport
fromthe trunk side, dedicated and common transport including
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DSO,  Ds1 channels in conjunction with nultiplexing or
concentration and ps1 or DS3'transport. Bellsouth al so offers
tandem switching. Bellsouth states that in its SGAT it offers
its common transport on a usage sensitive basis.

MCl w tness Martinez contends that BellSouth has not
unbundled its |ocal transport because BellSouth purports to
charge for local transport on a mnute of use basis. W t ness
Martinez argues that in order to denpnstrate that common
transport is unbundled in conpliance with the Act, both the port
and the trunk have'to be priced at flat rates. Wtness Martinez
contends that the only way to neasure the usage on a minute-of-
use basis would be to provision local transport in conjunction
with the port. He argues that nmeasurement of usage on a minute-
of -use basis utilizes the measurenent capability of the swtch;
thus, Bellsouth must be provisioning comon transport in
conmbination with switching. In addition, witness Martinez argues
t hat Bellsouth does not offer the trunk side |ocal swtching
el enent . He contends that without a trunk side |ocal swtching
network element, Bellsouth cannot possibly connect the common

transport elenent to the switch. Wtness Martinez concl udes that
BellSouth nmust not be offering comon transport.

MCI witness @ulino argues that Bellsouth has not offered
common transport in the nost efficient way for conpetition to
develop in the local market. He contends that this is inplied in
Bellsouth’s refusal to provide for nulti-jurisdictional trunk
transmssion. Wtness Gulino argues that from an engineering
standpoint it is very inportant to have the flexibility to carry
any_tyrp_e of traffic on the sane trunk. He argues that
flexibility elimnates inefficient duplication of ~trunks.
Wtness @lino concedes, however, that multi-jurisdictional
trunking is not provided in MI's agreement with BellSouth. ACS
wi tness Fal vey asserted that ACSI has not ordered unbundl ed I oca

transport in Florida;, however, ACS| has experienced critical
transport failure in Kentucky and Al abana.

AT&T witness Hamman contends that BellSouth has not
established the necessary protocols to ensure that common
transport can be provided and billed on a nondiscrimnatory
basis.  Wtness Hamman asserted that to date BellsSouth has not
provided confirmation to AT&T regarding the UNE platformthat
AT&T ordered in Florida.  AT&T argues that it has not received
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the shared transport it ordered, since BellSouth has not billed
for this usage sensitive elenent. AT&T argues that since
BellSouth has not billed for shared transport, it is uncertain if

BellSouth has actually provided shared transport, and hence, has
not provisioned local transport.

AT&T al so argues that BellSouth cannot claim conpliance wth
a checklist itemon the basis of BellSouth’s past experience in
provi ding access transport to IXCs. AT&T contends that providing
transport for interLATA and toll is not synonynous with providing
unbundl ed local transport for |ocal exchange service. AT&T
further contends that BellSouth is unwilling to allow AT&T to
take advantage of its existing dedicated transport facilities to
provide local service. AT&T argues that this group of customers
already has access to AT&T's network via dedicated transport;
thus, AT&T believes that BellSouth should allow AT&T to use these
facilities to provide |ocal service to this group of custoners.

Upon consideration, we agree with BellSouth that unbundled
| ocal transport is simlar to the interoffice transport conponent
of special access notwithstanding the fact that these two
components have distinctive applications. W find, however, that
whi | e Bellsouth may draw fromits prior experience in providing
interoffice transport for special access, this in and of itself
does not suffice to prove that BellSouth can provision ULT in the

| ocal market. Further, it is possible that during testing
BellSouth can generate billing associated with the test.  This
does not prove, however, that BellSouth can provide and bill for

ALECs in a conmercial usage environment.

Based on the evidence in the record that BellSouth cannot
bill for usage sensitive UNEs, we find that BellSouth has not nmnet
the requirements of Section 271(c) (2) (B) (v). This Conmi ssi on has
establ i shed that usage sensitive UNEs will be billed using the
CABS billing system or that those bills will be CABS-formatted.

We note that BellSouth has not conplied with either requiremnent.
Accordingly, we are unable to determne if BellSouth has
unbundl ed local transport from other services. W find,

therefore, that BellSouth has not net the requirenents of this
checklist item
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F. Uunbundl ed  Local Switching Pursuant to  Section
271(c) (2) (B) (vi).

This checklist item requires BellSouth to unbundle I ocal

switching from |l ocal transport local loop transmssion, or other
servi ces. It does not address whether BellSouth provides
nondi scrinminatory access to the unbundled local switch. It
addr esses whet her BellSouth provi sions local switching that is
unbundled from the local loop, local transport, or other
services. BellSouth testifies that it has provisioned unbundl ed
switched ports to all requesting carriers. |n order to determne
whet her BellSouth has provisioned |ocal swtching unbundled from
the local |oop, local transport, or other sServices, It IS

necessary for BellSouth to provide docunentation denonstrating
t hat BellSouth provisions and bills for unbundl ed |ocal swtching
as a separate unbundl ed network el enent.

The FCC defines |ocal swtching as enconpassing |ine-side
and trunk-side facilities plus the features, functions, —and
capabilities of the switch. The line-side facilities include the
connection between a loop termnation, e.g. the main distribution

frame and the switch line card. The trunk-side facilities
i nclude the connection between trunk termnation at a trunk-side
cross connect panel and a trunk card., The features, functions,
and capabilities include the basic swtching function of
connecting lines to lines, lines to trunks, trunks to |ines, and
trunks to trunks. This al so includes basic capabilities that

are available to the ILEC's custoners, such as telephone nunbers,
directory listings, dial tone, signaling, and access to 911,

operator services, and directory assistance. Al'so, the local
sw tching element includes all vertical features that the swtch
is capable of providing, including custom calling, CLASS

features, and Centrex.

AT&T asserts that it has ordered |ocal and tandem sw tchi ng
for its Concept Testing. AT&T asserts that the requeste

switching elements are intended for testing and not conmerci al
usage. I Cl asserts that while it has not requested any sw tching
element, it has initiated discussions with BellSouth for | ocal
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swi t chi n%. MCl states that it has requested an unbundl ed port
with Caller ID Block and other vertical services.

BellSouth wtness Mlner asserted that BellSouth has
provi sioned seven unbundled switched ports in Florida to
requesting ALECs. Wtness MIner states that with the exception
of the wiring of the loop to the port in the central office,
BellSouth’s unbundled local switching is virtually identical to

BellSouth’s existing retail services. According to Wtness
Mlner, Bellsouth offers a variety of swtching ports and
associated usage unbundled from transport, | ocal | oop
transmssion and other services. BellSouth asserts that

addi tional port types are available through the Bona Fide Request
process.

AT&T witness Hamman argues that BellSouth has not provided
access to all of the features in the switch., He asserted that an
ALEC nust be able to utilize the full capacity of the switch just
as Bellsouth does. W tness Hamman contends that while AT&T has
ordered four switching ports as part of the platformin its
concept testing, BellSouth has not yet provided them He argues
that to demonstrate conpliance wth this checklist item
Bellsouth nmust provide the full capabilities of the switch to
give ALECs the ability to activate and change features, and
efine the translations for its custoners. Further, AT&T argues
that BellSouth nust provide wusage billing wth carrier
identification codes and the billing of access charges. Wtness
Hamman States that for AT&T to ascertain that Bellsouth has
provisioned the ordered concept testing platforns, BellSouth nust

properly provide and bill for these orders, and provide the
met hods and procedures for billing.

MCl's witness Martinez contends that there are two sides to
the switch, the port (line) side and the trunk side. He states
t hat Bellsouth has offered trunk side switching in conjunction
Wi th common transport in its SGAT. Wtness Martinez contends
t hat Bellsouth has therefore not unbundled |local switching so
that both line side and trunk side switching are offered
separately in conpliance with the Act.

FCCA’s W tness Gillan contends that the key to robust
conpetition in the local market lies in the local swtch elenent.
He asserts that the swtch lies at the center of |ocal exchange
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service. Wtness Gillan further contends that it is at the |ocal
switch where services and revenues are created and generated
respectively. Thus, the speed and efficiency of market entry
will be directly related to the nunmber of carriers using
BellSouth’s existing switches. Wtness Gillan asserts that the
Act requires that BellSouth offer the local switch element as a
generic functionality that can be used by conpeting carriers
wi t hout the burden of obtaining requisite services.

W tness Gillan argues that sustainable ALEC market entry
requires nore than the nere unbundling of the local swtch, but
instead, the availability of the logical conbinations of network

el enent s. He argues that since there are practically no
alternative exchange networks in existence, the conpeting
carriers will have to acquire their network el ements, such as

combi ned | oop and switch, from BellSouth. Wtness Gillan refers
to this conbination of network elenents as a "platform
configuration.”

BellSouth witness M|l ner states that pending a long term
solution, BellSouth will provide selective routing to any ALEC s
desired platformusing class codes, subject to availability in
accordance with our Orders in Dockets Nos. 960833-TP, 960846-TP

and 960916-TP. Wtness MIner asserts that selective routing
w |l be used to direct calls fromthe unbundled switch to an
ALEC s designated operator service. The wi tness states that

Bellsouth will provide selective routing in Florida upon request.
BellSouth asserts that the rate for selective routing is based on
the rates set by the Commission in the BellSouth/AT&T
| nt erconnecti on Agreenent. Wtness MIner argues that this
particular rate includes vertical services. AT&T W tness Hamman
states that while AT&T has requested direct routing in Ceorgia,
AT&T has not requested the use of selective routing in Florida.

Wtness Hamman contends that BellSouth has denied AT&T
direct routing to AT&T's operator and directory services. The
wi tness further argues that BellSouth has not provi ded direct
routing using either Line C ass Codes or Advanced Intelligent
Net wor K. AT&T argues that customized routing is an FCC
requirement. Wtness Hamman further argues that while its
agreenent in Ceorgia provides for direct routing, BellSouth
contends that it will consider AT&T's request for code conversion
via the Bona Fide Request process, despite the fact that
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BellSouth admitted that code conversion is technically feasible.

BellSouth witness M| ner asserts that BellSouth’s unbundl ed
| ocal switching includes a nonthly port charge and usage. He
states that the nonthly charges can be system generated. He
stated that BellSouth will either render a manually cal cul ated
bill or retain the usage until a system generated -bill is
avai l able, depending on what the ALEC elects. Wtness M ner
asserts that by |ate Septenber 1997, BellSouth will be in a
position to generate an electronic or mechani zed usage bill. At
the hearing, BellSouth W tness Scheye asserts that BellSouth is
capabl e of providing electronic usa%e billing, although a bill
has not yet been rendered. Wtness MIner concedes that BellSouth

cannot electronically bill for two UNEs that have usage sensitive
el ement s.

AT&T W tness Hamman argues that the local switch is the
"brain" of the network since it provides the needed information
that a carrier uses to bill custonmers for usage and other
carriers for access to the custoners. In addition, wtness Hamman
asserts that since Cctober 1996, AT&T has been requesting usage
sensitive billing information to no avail. Wtness Hamman

contends that BellSouth itself uses the sane usage data to bil
for access.

Upon consideration, we find that BellSouth has not

denmonstrated that it can bill for unbundl ed local swtching on a
usage-sensitive basis. Accordingly, BellSouth has not net the
requi rements of Section 271(c) (2)(B) (Vvi). W note that while

BellSouth appears to provide direct routing to ALECs, BellSouth’s
inability to provide CABS or CABS-formatted billing as ordered by
this Conmm ssion does not provide the ALECs with reasonable

opportunity to conpete. It appears that BellSouth provides daily
usage data to itself. To ensure conpliance with the Act's
requi rements, the ALECs nust be provided the sane data and in the
sane tinme frames as the ILEC W also believe that I ocal
switching conprises both the line side and trunk side
capabilities; to offer one and not the other restricts the ALECs
ability to fully participate in the local market. The Act does

not state that a portion of the local switch shall be unbundl ed.
It states that the whole |local switch nust be unbundl ed.
Therefore, it is incunbent on BellSouth to nmake all conponents of
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the local switch available to any requesting ALEC, and on an

unbundl ed basi s. Based on the record, we are unable to

affirmatively conclude that BellSouth is provisioning unbundl ed

| ocal switching in conpliance with checklist item vi.

G Nondi scrim natory Access to 911 and ES11 Servi ces,
Directory Assistance Services and Operator Call

Compl etion Services Pursuant to Section(c) (2)(B) (vii).

Wth respect to 911/E911, Directory Assistance and Operator
Cal | Conpletion Services, nondiscrimnatory access refers to

access that is at least equal to the access that BellSouth itself
receives.

1. 911/E911

The record reveals that as of June 1, 1997, BellSouth had 88
trunks in service connecting at least five ALECs with BellSouth
E911 arrangenents in Florida. BellSouth updates the 911/E911
dat abase daily, and this update includes BellSouth’s custoners,
as well as all ALECs' and ILECs’ custoners. BellSouth appears to
provi de 911/E911 services to the ALECs in the sanme manner in
which it provides the services to BellSouth. BellSouth updates

t he 911/E911 dat abase daily for both BellSouth’s and the ALECs'
cust omers.

As the FCC stated in the Aneritech Order, BellSouth nust "do
what is necessary to ensure that its 911 database is popul ated as
accurately, and that errors are detected as quickly, for entries
submtted by conpeting carriers as it is for its own entries."
That is, the updates should be tinely and accurate

Two intervenors, WorldCom and ICl, voiced objections to
BellSouth’s provision of access to 911/E911 services. WorldCom
stated that the design requirements BellSouth inposes on ALECs
are unnecessary, burdensone, and as a result, nore costly than
necessary. BellSouth’s response is that there is no difference
bet ween the 911/E911 design requirenents for BellSouth or the
ALECs in the SGAT. Wen WorldCom was asked to give specific
exanples to denonstrate that the design requirenents were
unnecessary, WorldCom stated that it had nerely used 911's design
requirenents to illustrate the potential hardships faced by an
entrant. For exanple, an |LEC may have built custom zed
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configurations over the. years that are not necessarily friendly
to entrants from a design perspective.

W find that the 911 design requirements are clearly defined
in the SGAT in Section 7.A 4. Al'l of the ALECs, ILECs, and
BellSsouth are held to these same requirenents. Upon
consi deration, we do not believe that WorldCom’s argument
denonstrates that BellSouth is not providing nondiscrimnatory
access to 911. By virtue of the fact that BellSouth has been
providing 911 service for alnmost 20 years, it is hardly
surprising that new entrants wll need to expend conpany

resources to achieve a level of infrastructure that is necessary
to provide the sane services.

| Cl argues it does not have nondiscrimnatory access to 911
because in any case where |ICl orders UNEs, 911 is required.
Si nce BellsSouth has been unable to deliver certain UNEs,
services are not being provided with those UNEs.

| CI does not claimthat BellSouth provides discrimnatory
access to 911 services, but rather that since ICl cannot get
BellSouth to provide a certain UNE, then it cannot get 911 in
conjunction with that UNE. Wile ICl should be able to receive
all uNEs that it requests from BellSouth, we do not believe that
Bellsouth’s failure to provide one UNE necessarily adversely
affects determnation of conpliance with other checklist itens.

Upon consideration of the evidence in the record, it appears
that Bellsouth i s providing nondiscrimnatory access to 911 in
conpliance with checklist itemvii.

2. Directory Assistance

As the FCC stated, "if a conpeting provider offers directory
assi stance, any custoner of that conpeting provider should be
able to access any |isted nunber on a nondiscrimnatory basis,
notwi thstanding the identity of the customer's local service
provider, or the identity of the tel ephone service provider for
t he customer whose directory listing is requested." That is, all
ALEC custoners should be able to use directory assistance and
receive the sane information as BellSouth customers.

The record reveals that as of June 1, 1997, there were 156
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directory assistance trunks in place serving at |east three ALECs
in Florida.

Four intervenors voiced objections to BellSouth’s provision
of access to directory assistance services. The obj ections
ranged from what BellSouth was, or was not, providing the ALECs,
to the rates in the SGAT.

ICl witness Strow argues that | Cl does not have
nondi scrimnatory access to directory assistance services,
because in any case where ICl would be ordering UNEs, directory
assi stance would be required. According to witness Strow, since
BellSouth has been unable to deliver certain UNEs, DA services
are not being provided with those UNES, e.g., frame relay. | Cl
does not claim that BellSouth provides access to directory
assistance services that is discrimnatory. | CI clains that
since ICl cannot get BellsSouth to provide a certain UNE, |C
cannot get directory assistance in conjunction with that UNE
Wiile we agree that ICl should be able to receive all UNEs that
it requests from BellSouth, we do not believe that BellSouth’s

failure to provide one UNE necessarily adversely affects
determ nation of conpliance with other checklist itens.

AT&T/ MCI witness Weod argues that the rates used by
BellSouth for directory assistance do not conply wth Sections
252(d) (1) (A) (i) and 252(d) (1) (A) (ii) because the arbitrated
rates are not based on cost and because they are interimrates.
He concludes that since the rates were determ ned using the
Hatfiel d nodel or tariffed rates, they cannot be in conpliance
with the requirenents of Section 252.

The rates in question are rates we set in the arbitration
proceedi ng between AT&T and BellSouth. Wiile the Eighth CGrcuit
has ruled that the states have full authority over intrastate
rates, the rates nust still comply with Section 252(d) (1) (A (i),
which requires that the rates be based on cost. Upon review, we
find that the rates for directory assistance do not conply with
Section 252(d) (I)(A) (i) since they consist of interim and
tariffed rates that are not cost based. Since, however, we
address rates in Part VI. B. of this Order, we will not consider
rates in our evaluation of this checklist item

AT&T Wi tness Hamman asserts that BellSouth has failed to
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provide usage detail for chargeable itens such as di rect_or?/
assi stance calls. According to W tness Hamman, BellSouth W |

use manual ly calculated bills, or accumulate the billing until
the billing systemis working. AT&T argues that BellSouth’s
met hod of manual |y cal cul ati n% the bill or accunul ating the
billing until the computerized billing systemis working, is not

providing AT&T with the sane directory assistance S€rvice as
Bellsouth provides to itself.

BellSouth replies that usage detail should not apply to
directory assistance which is sinply a per use charéJe. BellSouth
is not aware of any problem where Bellsouth ﬁrovi es. directory
assistance to an ALEC that has its own switch. For those ALECs
that resell Bellsouth’s directory assistance service, the bills
are produced in exactly the same manner for Bellsouth as for the
ALEC.  Bellsouth further states that it is not aware that AT&T,
anywhere and certainly not in Florida, is providing directory
assi stance services over its own swtches.

As detailed in the SGAT, there are three different directory
assi stance services that Bellsouth offers to ALECs and ILECs.
The three services are D rectory Assistance Access Service
(DAAS), Direct Access Directory Assistance Service (DADAS), and
Directory Assistance Database Service (DADS).

'DAAS is a service provided by Bellsouth when the ALEC
provides its own switch, but not its own directory assistance

platform or directory assistance operators. Al'l directory
assistance calls would be answered by Bellsouth directory
assi stance operators. In this instance, BellSouth bills the ALEC

a per message charge.

DADAS i S a service provided by BellSouth when an ALEC or
| LEC provides its own switch, its own directory assistance
platform and its own directory assistance operators, but not its
own directory assistance database of directory listings. Under
t hese circunstances a conpany may choose to acquire DADAS soO that
its operators would be connected ™“on-line” tO BellSouth’s
directory assistance database. In this instance, Bellsouth bills
the ALEC for on-line access to the database.

~DADS is a service provided by BellSouth when an ALEC or |LEC
provides its own switch, its own directory assistance platform
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and its own directory assistance operators, but not its own
directory assistance database of directory listings. Under these
circunstances a conpany may choose to acquire DADS instead of
pAaDAS. Wth the DADS the ALEC s operators have "on-line" access
t0 Bellsouth’s database. The ALEC does not Burche}se Its own cor)y
of the database from Bellsouth. The database is periodically
updat ed by BellSouth. In this instance, Bellsouth bills the ALEC
for updates to its database when it is requested.

The bills for directory assistance are on a per call basis

and not dependent on the duration of the call. BellSouth states
that  "when an ALECs end wuser customer dials directory
assistance, the billing information; that is, identification of
calling customer, time of day, etc., is recorded by the BellSouth

switch and later transferred to the Daily Usage File, which in

turn is periodically sent to the appropriate ALEC according to
the transfer cycle requested by the ALEC "

Upon review all of the information provided in this hearing
regarding billing usage for directory assistance, we find that
the billing usage for directory assistance is nondiscrimnatory.

AT&T al so contends that Belisouth Will not provide AT&T with
selective routing for directory assistance. T&T al so all eges
that it has requested that BellSouth to use code conversion to
convert 411 to another nunber prior to sending it to AT&T,
instead of using the line class code to direct the call.
BellSouth replies that it is not aware of any requests by AT&T
for selective routing in Florida, but BellSouth stands ready to
provide it upon request. BellSouth al so states that line class
code was the method discussed in the interconnection agreement
and if AT&T wants to use code conversion, then it would be
appropriate for AT&T to submt a Bona Fide Request (BFR). AT&T
states that it has not yet requested selective routing in Florida
due to all of the problenms that Bellsouth has encountered
providing selective routing to AT&T in Ceorgia.

W believe that since BellSouth can selectively route its
own calls, then Bellscuth shoul d provide selective routing to
ALECs Or ILECs upon request. The record reveals that BellSouth
has not provided selective routing in Florida, but we note that
sel ective routing has not been requested in Florida either.
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AT&T al so conpl ains that BellSouth brands its DA services as
“BellSouth,” but does not provide AT&T the opportunity to do the
same. AT&T further states that AT&T has not ordered branding in
Fl ori da because of the problens that BellSouth has faced in
Geor gi a. Bellsouth replies that AT&T can order unbranded or
speci al branded service if they choose. W note that there is no

record evidence that any conpetitor has requested branding in
Fl ori da

MCl states that it does not have access to all of the sane
information in the directory assistance  database as BellSouth.
MCl cannot acquire nunbers from an ALEC or an |LEC unl ess that
ALEC or |LEC gives perm ssion to BellSouth. Therefore, while
BellSouth has the ILEC’s custoners' information, MC does not.
BellSouth states that it cannot release an ALEC s or ILEC’s
custonmer information unless the ALEC or |LEC has given BellSouth
perm ssion to do so. BellSouth says that MCl and the ALEC or
| LEC shoul d reach agreement on this issue with each other

In the Second Report and Order, the FCC declared that LECs
must provide access to directory assistance and directory
listings on a nondiscrinnatory basis. It also stated that any
custonmer of that conpeting provider should be able to access any
l'isted nunmber on a nond|scr|n1natory basi s, notw thstanding the
identity of the custonmer's local service provider, or the
identity of the tel ephone service provider for the custonmer whose
directory listing is requested. Upon review of the evidence in
this proceeding, we find that BellSouth is not providing access
to all directory listings. BellSouth states that it cannot give
out ALEC or |LEC custoner information wthout perm ssion fromthe
ALEC or |LEC because of agreenments they have entered into with
t hem W do not decide today whether those agreenents are
appropriate or whether this constitutes discrimnatory behavior.

We nerely conclude that BellSouth is not providing all directory
listings to conpetitors at this tinme.

3. Operator Call Conpletion

As of June 26, 1997, there were 31 operator call conpletion
trunks in place serving at |east three ALECs in Florida.

| Cl argues that it does not have nondi scrimnatory access to



